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DEFENCE of the Ex I Sc. 


„ 
* 


HEN] firſt enter'd upon the 
ES Enquiry, for the Satisfaction 
of a Friend; who was thrown 
into Doubts, by the two Diſ- 
ſertations in Revelation exa- 
min'd with Candour; J had no other View, 
than fully and impartially to examine what 
is there offered And as J have a Vene- 


ration for that Ingenious Author, and no 


ſtrong Appetite to what I am pleading for 


the Lawfulneſs of; if I have not treated 


both the Subject and its Author fairly, I 


ſhould think myſelf much to blame.—If 


the Reader ſhould happen to think other- 
wiſe, I muſt intreat him to aſcribe it to 
Ignorance, or, what I own is but a bad 
Plea, to Haſtineſs. However, whatever 
Errors I have run into, no body ſhall 
with greater readineſs | than myſelf give 


them up, as ſoon as they are diſcover'd. 


A 2 The 


0 4) 
The Learned Author of the Remarks 
has pointed out ſome things which he looks 
upon to be Miſtakes; and has done it with 
ſo much Temper and Meeknejs, as to ſet me 
a good Pattern to follow; which I ſhall en- 
deavour to do ſo cloſely, that I hope he 
will have no room to complain of either 
cenſorious Fudgment or railing Accuſation. 
It is as natural for Men to differ in Judg- 
ment, as in Stature; and every Man has a 
right to vindicate and defend his own; 
which ſo long as he does in a modeſt and 
inoffenſive way, no body can blame him 
for t. 
The Author of the Remarks has pitched 
upon fo few things in the Euguiry to 
make his Obſervations upon, that the Diſ- 
pute between us two will not be very long. 
He has refer'd me to the A poſtolical Decree 
at 5 for my Satiektetion in ſeveral 
of them; which it ſeems was written before 
mine came to his hands. — As that is in An- 
ſwer to the Author of the Queſtion about 
eating of Blood ſtated, I ſhall not preſume 
to intermeddle with any points I am not 
concern'd in; but leave them to be diſcuſs 
ſed betwixt them two; and in one parti- 
_ cular with relation to the Precept given to 
Neeh, upon which great ſtreſs is laid, I 
Have examin'd a little into what is further 
urged in the Defence of Revelation examin'd 
with Candour, written likewiſe in oppo- 
ſition 


1 f 
ſition to the Queſtion ſtated If Iwas to 
trace out ſome more of e - Realonings 
upon this Subject, that ſeem to me incon- 
cluſive, I ſhould only foreſtall a much 
abler hand: and throw myſelf into a far 
greater length than Iam at preſent diſpoſed 
to go, | 
There are two points, in which I am 
ſo happy, as to be thought to be in the 
right by the Author of the Remarks; the 
one in rejecting the Notion of the Anre- 
diluvians Charter reaching to the fleſh of 
living Creatures for food —in this I op- 
poſed the Learned Author of the Qye/tion 
Aated: But as I could not then (and upon 
farther Conſideration cannot yet) find, that 
it would any way affect the Subject in diſ- 
pute, I did not dwell ſo long upon that, 
as I did upon the other, in ſhowing why 
the Apoſtolical Decree ſhould not be con- 
fined to the Gentile-Proſelytes— 
I ſhall not think it any diminution of 
what I offered upon theſe Topics, to own, 
that Man's dominion over the beaſts of 
the field and fowls of the air, without 
making uſe of them for food, is deſcribed 
in a very beautiful, elegant and entertain- : 
ing way by the Author of Revelation Ex- 
amin d.*x And that the Apoſtles made 
Converts from Idolatrous and Non-Proſe- 


00 Gentiles before the Decree at Jeru- 


Salem 
*The Doctrine of Abſtinence from Blood defended, — 


* 8 N 2 


N 
ſalem was made; conſequently the Jewiſh 
Proſelytes could not be the only Perſons it 
was deſigned for, is proved in a ſatisfacto- 
ry manner both by the ſame Author and 
by the Author of the Remarks. 5 
There are ſome other opinions the Au- 
thor of the Remarks very juſtly takes no- 
tice of, that tho' I have propoſed them to 
my Reader, and left them to him, to 
judge what weight there is in them; yet 
J have paſſed them by, as if I thought 
there was none in them myſelf —Thus far 
we are both agree. 1 
But then, there are other things * I in- 
ſiſt on, which the Author of Revelation 
examin d with Candour, has already inſiſted 
on at large - It may be ſo; and yet not be 
improper for me to mention them, to make 
my Sentiments appear the better connec- 
ted a Man muſt be a thorough Adver- 
fary that will oppoſe every thing ſuch 


a Temper as this, I would not be thought 


to be of, ——AsT have mention'd ſome Opi- 
nions of others, without ſignifying my ap- 
probation; that the candid Reader may 
judge of them as he thinks proper: fo, 1 
hope, I may borrow from this ingenious 
Author, what I apprehend would be 
ſerviceable to my own purpoſe, without 
giving him offence or any body elſe. 


There 
s Apoſt. Decree ; et in force, p. 60. 


(F) 


There is one paſſage indeed, which the p. 68. 


Author of the Remarks lays his fingers 
upon as a ſtrange overſight. I will give it 
 you——the Author of the Enquiry ſays, 


p. 16, 17, The chief reaſon why Noah 
* ſhould not be allowed the uſe of Blood 
for food, is expreſſly aſſigned ; becauſe 
« it is the Life of the Beaſt, and was ap- 
pointed as proper Sacrifice for Sin—— 


cc | 


and upon what account this was not 


* inſiſted on by him (the Author of Re- 


dvelation examin'd) as a reaſon why we 


«ſhould not make uſe of Blood for food, 
c ſeems to me to be pretty plain How 
* this Obſervation, ſays the Author of the 
* Remarks, could be made by the Enqui- 
plain, that the Doctor largely inſiſts on 
. . i ie 8 

I muſt freely own that I did not, nor 


could any one well, overlook what the 
Doctor /o largely infifts on—and I muſt own 


too, that the manner of my putting down 
the laſt Clauſe, might give an wnwary 
Reader room for the Reflection a 
| ſmall addition would have made my mean- 


ing clear, and then it had been thus; Up- 


ce on what account this was not inſiſted 
< on by him, as the only reaſon, why we 
* ſhould not make uſe of Blood for food, 


ſeems 


rer, I cannot underſtand ; when it is ſo 


<« thisreaſon ; and is ſet down in the Con- 
tents p. IT, 12, 13, 14, and again 


( 8) 
t ſeems to me to be pretty plain.— 
Dector inſiſts on't as a Reaſon— 


The 
and I, 


as the only reaſon of the Prohibition— there 


is only that Difference between us. — That 
this was my meaning, might have. been 
collected from the beginning of the Para- 
graph, © the chief and what ſeems to me 
the only ſatigfactory reaſon, why Noah 
ſhould not &c.— Omiſſions, I find, ma 
happen to others as well as myſelf —1 wil 5 
not lay it to our Author's charge that it 
was done deſignedly— perhaps he might 
not look upon that as the drift of my ar- 
gument; tho'a Perſon of his Sagacity, one 
would think, could not well miſs my 
meaning, if he did but ſuſpend till he 
was gotten to the next Paragraph, which 
I will, for the Satisfaction of the Reader, 
beg leave to recite. 
<« If God, who determin'd in the fulneſs 
*« of time to ſend his Son into the World 
to redeem it by the Sacrifice of himſelf, 
thought it fit in the mean while to en- 
join the Sacrifice of Creatures, that Men 
** might be the better prepared to ſubmit 
< to this Appointment and underſtand the 
<< reaſon of it———and if no Sacrifice 
© could be made without effuſion of 


cc 


ix, © Blood; without ſhedding of Blood is no 


a6: 


remiſion——therefore | in Fo to appro- 
** priate Blood to this particular uſe ; and 
to dignify and diſtinguiſh it from other 
" < things; 


3 


1 
*gthings; which is the meaning of ſancti- 
* fying and making holy; he might 
« not ſuffer it to be made uſe of as food; 
and thereby create a Reſpect and Vene- 
© ration of it in the Minds of Men- 
« conſequently when there was a full end 


cc 


cc 


* ving per fected for ever them that are't 
* ſanctiſied: there could be no need that he 
* ſhould offer himſelf often, or that the 
* Blood of other Creatures ſhould continue 
to be offered, and then there would be 
no further occaſion to ſeparate it from 
ce other things; and ſo it might be taken 
into the common uſes of Life. —In a 
word, if Blood was prohibited becauſe 
it was appropriated to the Altar; then, 
when there was an end of ſuch Sacrifices, 
we may conclude there would be an 
end of the Prohibition too.” And that 
this is what I inſiſted on, will appear 
more clearly if we go on to p. 22.— In 
order to undeceive them and diminiſh 
that high Eſteem they had of the Effi- 
e cacy of Blood, our bleſſed Lord aboliſhes 
ce and renders uſeleſs all Sacrifices whatſoever 
<« by the compleatneſs of his own; and when 
e they ceas d, the only ſufficient Reaſon for 
c prohibiting Blood ceas d with them; and 
<« when it was not any longer to be znclos d. 
“ for holy purpoſes, it might be thrown 
<< open as common food 5 


; - wp. From 


cc 


40 


cc 
cc 


cc 


of all Sacrifices; Chriſt by one offering ba- Heb. x. 


7 10 
From the ſmall Emendment and the two 
Paſſages above, I hope my Argument and 
the Concluſion from it, ah now be un- 
derſtood. 
I am well aware (I cannot overlook: 
them) that there are other Reaſons of the 
Prohibition aſſigned by the Author of Re- 
velation examin d, and U by the Author 
of the Remarks in concurrence with him, 
which I ſhall deſire to conſider, before 1 
go any further; becauſe much Streſs is laid 
on them, and they are thought to invali- 
date my concluſion. They give the 
preference indeed to that I make the only 
reaſon . e. that Blood is forbidden 
| becauſe it was 70 be pour d out upon the Al 
tar: Yet they fubjoin ſeveral others to it 
as firſt, to be © a perpetual monition to- 
% Mankind, that God was the Author 
« and Giver of Life. _ 2dly,. to prevent 
« unneceſſary cruelty in the Uſe of Crea- 
* tures. 3dly, to keep us from a too high 
« and luxurious way of living, which: 
might fill us with choler and cruelty. 
6 4thly, to keep us from falling into Idola- 
CC tr 
I fy whether theſe are reaſons that God 
has any where given for this Prohibition, 
or are they the Inventions of Men We 
find no Account of them, that J can ſee, 
either in the Command to NMoab to abſtain; 
or in the more — Declaration of the 
fame in the Law To Noeab it runs thus, 
F. 22 


CL. -- 

Fleſh with the Life thereof, which is the Gen. iz: 
Blood thereof, ſhall You not eat in the Law + 
it is thus, for the Life of the Fleſh is the 1a, vi. 
Blood, and I have given it to you upon the Al- fi. 
tar, to make an atonement for your Souls; 
for it is the Blood that maketh atonement for 

M Soul. © MT Re. 
It is not a little ſurprizing to me, how 
the Author of the Remarks ſhould find 
fault with the Learned Mr. Shuckford, for 
making the 2 account explanatory of 
that to Noahb——as if that to Noah was no 
more than a recognition, that God was the 
Author and Giver of Life and that 
they might make uſe of Blood for an atone- 
ment, was a ſecond reaſon given to the 
Fews.— If this was fo, would it not fol- 
low, that none but the Fes had a Power 
of making uſe of Blood in Sacrifice? or at 
leaſt, it would follow, that this Precept to 
Noah gave neither him nor his deſcendants 
any Power over Blood at all; and are we 
to ſuppoſe that it was not made uſe of by 
them for ſacrifice, till this grant was made 
in the Law, which would be obligatory 
upon none but the Fews?——The Pre- 
cept to Noah is general, and it may well 
be aſk'd, as it frequently 1s, if they are de- 
bar'd from eating it, how does it follow 
from thence that they may uſe it for ſa- 
_ crifice ? The beſt reaſon, that I know 
of, isaſſign'd in the Precept itſelf; becauſe 
the Blood is the Life; and therefore ſhould 
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not be eaten: but reſerved for the Altar — 
And that it is ſo to be interpreted, we have 
a Confirmation, from this reaſon being 
more fully explain'd and enlarg'd in the 
Law—it is very odd that our Author 
ſhould find fault with any that take this 
liberty, becauſe he makes uſe of it in an- 
other caſe, exactly parallel, to ſerve his 
own purpoſe, as will be ſeen by and by. 
And indeed to do him juſtice, he ſeems to 
giveup not only thisCriticiſm; but likewiſe 
the other reaſons for the Prohibition ; which 
the Author of Revelation examin'd is ſo 
zealous for—theſe are his words. l/, 
Let it be allow'd that even the original 
c“ reaſon given to Noah againſt eating of 
Blood, had only a reſpect to Sacrifices 
How then can he avoid the concluſion? 
that, when there was an end of Sacrifices, 
there muſt be an end of the Prohibition 
too. — Ceſſante ratione, ceſſat Lex, is a 
Maxim which no body will diſpute.— Our 
Author leaves this Precept to Noah, about 
which ſo much buſtle has been made, and 
flees to the Apoſtolical Decree, and owns 
that © had z7never paſſed, this arguing might 

have been allow'd to have ſome force. 
The Author of the Queſtion lated has 
urg'd this Argument, and looks upon this 
Reaſon aſſign'd for the Prohibition to be ſo 
ſtrong and ſatisfactory, that we need 
* not torture our Imagination to ſearch 
“for others of leſs force and . 

an 


(13) 

and after adds, © As tothe reſt of the reaſons 
« aſſigned by this Author (Revelation ex- 
amin d) for the Prohibition; wherein he 
<« mentions the fierceneſs of carnivorous 
« Animals; the faſtidiouſneſs of fleſh Diet ; 

and that Blood is apt to breed choler, and 
te therefore maketh Men choleric; I do not 
te think that they have weight enough in 
< them to require an Anſwer,” | 
The Author of Revelation examin * 
kindles at this, and gives us too clear a 
proof that ſomething beſides Blood can 
raiſe choler *. I wiſh he had conſider d things 
coolly, and written this Defence of his 
Diſſertations with the fame Candour he has 
written the Diſſertations themſelves; and 
then we ſhould not ſo often have met with, 
no Man in his Senſes; no Man of common 

Senſe, can think this or that — What a 
home thruſt does he give his Adverſary in 
the beginning? After a moſt careful and 
* candid Enquiry, I can find nothing in 
it, but a Series of ſurprizing Errors 

(however learned and ingenious) with 
very little interruption from the firſt 
Paragraph to the Iaſt———a Book in 
„which he has been fo unfortunate, in 
my humble Opinion, as to advance no 
one Propoſition, directly or indirectly, 

« againſt the doctrine he would defeat, 

« which is not manifeſtly repugnant either 
to Scripture, Reaſon, Antiquity, Expe- 

*© rience, or all theſe at once. 


0 
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ec 
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What 
* Defence of the Doctrine of Abſtinence from Blood. 


(2 14 ) 
What were thoſe Friends a- doing, to whoſe 


Judgment, where he ſuſpected his own pre- 


judices or the byaſs of his temper, he ſub- 
mitted? they might ſure have ſoftened this 
paſſage what an unfortunate Man is he, 


not to have one Propoſition but what is 0 
repugnantl- this is to blow him up at once 


and muſt give a Man pain, that ſhall think 


to take his part however, as Thave fal- 
len into one of theſe repugnancies, I muſt 


be fo hardy as to own it; and endeavour 
to defend the Scripture-reaſon for Abſti- 
nence from Blood to be ſufficient—if Per- 
ſons of a fine Genius or ſtrong Fancy can 


find out other reafons, which may bear 


ſome affinity to the thing, or be of uſe to 


Mankind, with all my heart —only let 


me beg of them not to lay too much weight 


on them; nor urge them to have Strength : 
enough to ſupporta Precept, when the Scrip- 


ture-reaſon of that Precept is taken away.— 


To keep Blood from common uſe, and 


to appropriate it to the Altar, in order to 
Prepare the way for the reception of the 


great Chriſtian Sacrifice, upon which our 


Salvation depends, is a great and noble 
Reaſon; ftrong enough of itſelf; what the 


| Wiſdom of the Deity might pitch upon 
alone, as ſufficient to juſtify the Prohibition 


—and therefore we need not perplex our 


ſelves in finding out others 
The Author of the Defence, aſks, © Is 
te then the recognizing of God, as the 
Author 
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% Author and Giver of Life, a reaſon of 
« no weight?” — Admit it be; is there 
no way of recognizing it but by ſuch a 
Precept? The giving to Noah and hisDeſcen- 
dants an Authority of Filling and eating 
every Creature that was good for food, is 
a more proper recognition of this Power; | 
and his reſerving out of the Grant the Blood, 
may be purely and ſolely for that end, that 
it may be reſerved for Sacrifice _ 

As to the Authors cited and Advantages 
aſſigned for the invented Reaſons, let them 
have their proper weight: but by no means 
to preponderate the Original one given by 
God himſelf; nor to be made 4 to 
keep up the Obſervance of the Precept, 
when that other ſhall happen to ceaſe, as is 
contended for in the preſent caſe. 

J cannot ſee how Commentators, and 
Preachers, as this Author urges, ſhould be 
thought a very uſeleſs and inſignificant Set 
of Mortals, in caſe they were to be con- 
tent with the Reaſons Providence is pleas d 
to give they may have uſeful Buſineſs 
in reading the Word of God and in ex- 
plaining the meaning and reaſonableneſs of 

the Doctrines and Precepts, contain'd in 
it — and if they can think of other rea- 
ſons well worthy of the Wiſdom and 
Goodneſs of God, they may add them; but 
not to put too much Confidence in them, 
ſo as to make them do alone; nor any, 
when the Scripture-Reaſon ceaſes or is re- 


jected. 


P. 67. 


why they ſhou'd be dpi 
not be a thinking thereupon with Reverence. 


6 


(wy 


jected. — There isan odd Paſſage, orat leaſt 
it appears ſo to me, in the concluſion of this 


chapter. At leaſt I am ſure I cou d not 
© reject the Decree, tho I ſhould de eſþiſe the 
7. 3 afſigned for it. Il leave it to 
the Author to reconſider, whether a Decree 


is not to be rejected, when the Reaſons a- 


ſigned for it are to be deſpiſed. The next 


Paragraph will not help the matter much; 
_ © tho' the Reaſons of any divine Law were 
e too hard for me,” i. e. I ſuppoſe, out of 


my reach or ſtrength-—if they are, that 
ſure will not be aſſigned as a good Reaſon 
—this can- 


The Author of the Defence ſays, © If 


„ Abſtinence from Blood had been en- 


« joined merely and ſolely, becauſe the 
«© Blood of the Sacrifice was a Type of the 
*« Atonement made by the Blood af Chriſt; 

ce then it would follow, that this Abſti- 
nence ſhould ceaſe from the moment of 
«© our Saviour's Paſſion, z.e. from the mo- 
«© ment that the Atonement was made for 


c the Sins of the whole World.”-— The 


* 


* 


A 


ngenious Author of the Remarks calls up- 
on me to take notice of what the Author 


ot Revelation examin'd had urged, © that 


the Apoſtolical Decree againſt Blood was 


<« palſs'd many Years after the Atonement 


„ was made; ——It looks as if both of 
them thou ght that there was a wont deal 


in this Argument. 
Well, 


. 
Well, we allow, that Abſtinence, i. e. the 
Command of Abſtinence, from Blood, did 
ceaſe that moment — why, what follows? 
there's a ſtrange ſequence put in the Mar- 
gin of the Defence, It would follow, that 
© no Blood ſhould be abſtain'd from but that 
c of the Sacrifice from the very begin- p 
ning. I am not very ſure that IT. 
_ underſtand him right; if I do, I declare that 
I am not able to find out any ſuch Conſe- 
_ quence———all Blood, or at leaſt, as the 
Author of the Remarks urges, all ſeparate 
Blood, was forbidden to be made uſe of as 
food, and was appropriated to the Altar, and 
this we ſay was to continue till the great 
Sacrifice was made by the death of Chriſt; 
and there being an end of all bloody Sacri- 
fices, the Reaſon of the Prohibition ceas'd, 
and then it might be taken, as well as fleſh, 
into the common uſes of Life. l can- 
not conceive how it ſhould get into our Au- 
thor's head, that from the Precept to Noah 
to the death of CHriſt it ſhould follow fromm 
hence that no Blood ſhould be abſtain'd from 
but that of the Sacrifice, when the Precept 
to Noah forbids Blood in general; and the 
| Fewiſh Precepts are fo expreſſly againſt ſuch 
a notion. It 1s very obſervable, that a great 
many, who can write cloſely and connected- 
ly out of Controverſy, when they are once 
engaged and blooded, are carried into ſtrange 
Conſequences and Inconſiſtencies. The 5. 69. 
Learned Author of the Remarks, ſays, © the 


C L Apoſtles 


1 ( 
« Apoſtles inſtead of repealing, confirmed 
* the Prohibition of eating Bl. and 
* the Univerſal Practice of the Church, is a 
* plain Proof, that ſhe did receive the Apo- 

* folical Decree, not as a Repeal but as a Con- 
_ « firmation,”—— The Author of the De- 
fence has put this more formidably; when 
he pleads that the Apoſtles were ignorant 
that this © Abſtinence ought to ceaſe from 
« the moment of our Saviour's Paſſion; o- 
e therwiſe it were impoſſible they could act 
* fo abſurdly, as to re-enjoin the Abſti- 
% nence ſo many Years after the reaſon of it 
© had entirely ceas d.“ —The Conſe- 
quences from this Condu of the Apoſtles 
are dreadful; and © therefore either this 
Learned Author's (Qzeſtzon ſtated) Opi- 
© nion is very erroneous; or the Apoſtles 
could not be what they pretended, 
e divinely inſpired: The Reader will em- 
_ © brace which part of the Disjunction he 
thinks moſt reaſonable,”  _ 
In what a comfortable Situation is the 
Author of Queſtion lated placed before the 
Reader? and yet after all this outcry, what 
is there in it? no more than the paintings of 
a lively Imagination — if the Reader can 
ſee much in this reaſoning, he is too hard 


for me——Suppoſing the Apoſtlesdid know 
that the Abſtinence from Blood ceas'd at the 
great Sacrifice; and that all Men were at li- 
berty to. eat or not eat, as 5 thought 
ey knew 
e 


proper ſuppoſing alſo, that 


(19) 1 
that all had not this Knowledge, and that the 
Jeus were zealous for the Law; and might 
be offended, if they preached up this Chriſtian 
Liberty; would their Silence in ſuch a Caſe 
be Criminal?——As there was no Immorality 
in it, People might either eat or forbear, ul 
ſuch time as offence was taken by the be- 
lieving Jeus, that the other Converts were 
not to pay a reſpect to the Law, and upon 


that account they would be ready to revolt 
What abſurdity, pray, could there be in the 
Caſe, for the Apoſtles to enjoin this Abſti- 
nence, to heal thoſe breaches, which the Con- 
tentions in the Church of Antioch might oc- 
caſion? And if it was neceſſary to abſtain, 


it could be on no other account that I can 


ſee, than to make up thoſe diſſenſions and 


diviſions, which otherwiſe might have been 
of fatal conſequence, —That the Decree was 
made at a great diſtance from our Saviour's 
Death, is objeted——but upon what other 
footing can they ſo well account for it as we 
can upon this?—l will give you an Anſwer 


to it in the Words of the Learned Mr. Shuck- 


ford, * The uſe of Blood upon the Altar is 
© now over, and therefore the reaſon for ab- 
« ſtaining from it, is ceas'd —And tho' the 


« Apoſtles at the Council at Feru/alem, that 
"6 offence might not be given the Fews, advi- 


« {ed the Gentiles at that Seaſon to abſtain 
from it; yet the eating it or not eating it 


is no part of our Religion; but we are at 


perfect Liberty in this matter: 
e a ans There 
* ConneRion of ſacred and profane Hiſt. V. i. p. 97. 


p- 61. 


Gen. iv. 


Gen. vii. 
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4 20 ov). 
There is an odd Paragraph in the Defence, 
that gives a further reaſon of this Abſtinence, 
which, if I underſtand it right, is capable of 


an eaſy ſolution. © Will this Learned Au- 


« thor. (Queſtion ſtated) aſſert, that Blood 


as not abuſed to the purpoſes of Idolatry, 


ce Or that God did not foreſee that it would? 
te for, if he foreſaw It, that wasa gre reaſon 


« for prohibiting it.” 


So then the Precept to Noah, 5 T hit his 


meaning, muſt have this Conſtruction put 
on't— that they were prohibited both from 


eating and uſing it in Sacrifice But where 


is there one Word of the latter in the text? 


The abovemention'd Author ſays, the Injunc- 
« tion of not eating Blood, has in the place be- 

e fore us, (the Command to Noah) no Cir- 

8 cumſtances to explain its meaning but if 
we look into the Few Law, we find it 
< there repeated; and ſuch a reaſon given for 
ce it, as ſeems very probable to have been the 

« firſt original reaſon for this Prohibition.—— 

That Sacrifices were the poſitive Inſtitution 

of God, is of late pretty. much agreed; and 


that the Antediluvians were allow'd and actu- 
ally did offer the Creatures in Sacrifice, is not 


much denied. 


We read that Abel, for an Offering to the 


| Lord, brought of the firflings of his Flock and 
of the fat thereof. 


If it had not been on the 
account of Sacrifices, how would there have 


been a diſtinction of Beaſts i into clean and un- 


clean? nay, to put the matter out of all diſ- 
pute, Noah himſelf before he had any power 


given 


TTY 


given him over the Creatures, offer d them in Sa- 
crifice ; Noah buzlded an Altar unto the Lord, and © 


took of every clean Beaſt andof every clean Foul, and 
fer d Burnt-Offerings upon the Altar —But I 


need not urge this to the Author of Revelation ex- 


amin d, who has well eſtabliſh'd this Opinion in 


his excellent Diſſertation upon this Subje--there- 


fore it is a wonder to me, how he ſhould ſug- 


geſt that Blood was forbidden to e Idolatry. 
living Creatures 


Noah, when he had a Grant o 


for food, is prohibited eating Blood, and that is 


all not one word is ſaid to reſtrain him from 
offering it in Sacrifices, as they had uſually done.— 


From that they might reaſonably conclude, that 


their former practice was to be continued if a 
not repealing could be looked upon as a Confirma- 


tion, here is one. If we need ſay any more 


in anfwer to the Objection, we muſt appeal to 


the Jewiſb Law, which manifeſtly clears up this 


Point, and ſhews the uſe that Blood was reſtrain'd 
n e N 
If Perſons miſtook the proper Object of Ado- 


ration, and offer'd Sacrifice to what was not God; 


which a great many certainly did, and God fore- 


ſaw they certainly wou'd; yet they are under no 
reſtraint, that I can ſee, as to what they offer'd-- 
the whole blame is in the wrong application of it. 


If the Antediluvians were prohibited the uſe 


of living Creatures for food, and yet were en- 
join'd to offer them up in Sacrifice, that they 
| might be a Type of the great Chriſtian Sacrifice, 
an 

to do; when Noah had a grant of living Cre1- 
tures for food, withan exception to Blood; ou d 


it was their practice, before the Flood, fo 


it 


20. 


p- 47. 


againſt it here. 
clear, if it wants any farther Illuſtration; it is ex- 


| (122) 

it not be natural for them to conclude that excep- 
tion was made purely to ſeparate Blood from com- 
mon uſe, and to appropriate it to the Altar; and 
ſo they might continue to make uſe of it accor- 
ding to former practioe, when nothing was ſaid 


"This ſeems to make it pretty 


| preflly and evidently ſet forth in the Law, that the | 


Blood was given to make an Atonement. - 


The Author of the Remarks cannot find fault 
with our taking an Explanation of this general 


Command from the Law, when he has done ſo 


in the very fame caſe, to find out what is meant 


by Blood in this Precept theſe are his Words; 


FTho' the Precept given to Noah. is not fo ex- 
< plicite; and only forbids the eating Blood in 


general; yet the Law of Moſes is more expreſs, 


«and may be of uſe to us to determine this mat- 


ter. and fo I hope it may be of uſe to us 


to determine that other matter. I ſhould not 
have purſued this Argument fo far, had it notbeen 


the ſame with my own, which L had gone upon 


before the Queſtion fated came into my hands; 


and I muſt own, I can fee no ſufficient reafons 


to quit it, notwithſtanding what theſe Ingenious 
Gentlemen have offer d againſt it. 


The Author of the Remarks takes notice of a 


| Paſſage of mine, which I thought could not 
have been miſtaken— - ——-theſe are his Words; 


To prove that it was only neceſſary that the Gen- 
tiles ſhould be reſtrain'd from theſe things, that 
no offence might be given to the Jeus, it is 
** argued, that they, who came over to Chriſti- 
< anity, for a conſiderable time kept holy, 1 5 

cc od | 


3 (23) 1 
te day to the Feuiſb; and Sunday to the Chriſti- 
an, Religion. 1 5 
If I make any groſs Miſtake, I hope, I ſhall 
be entitled to the Author's Compaſſion, from my 
treating this uſage only as an Overſight = 
| Not to take no tice of the firſt, © to prove 
te it was only neceſſary, c. I never intended 
it as a Proof; only as an Illuſtration of the thing; 
that (theſe are my Words) the Obſervation of 
the Sabbath ceas d; and the Jeus at laſt were 
e ſatisfied that the Law profited nothing ; that the 
66 Chriſtian Religion had fulfill'd it, and ſuper- 
* ſeded all but the moral part of it: ſo might 
< they think that every part of this Decree of a poſi- 
< tive nature ſhould ceaſe too. As their fond- 
neſs for both abated, they might drop the Ob- 
ſervance of them both—but this is not the point. 
What I chiefly complain of, is, that Iam re- 
preſented and argued againſt as if I had aſſerted, 
that they who came over to Chriſtianity, included 
Gentile, as well as Fewiſb, Converts; according- 
ly he anſwers, © that had the Apoſtles in the fame 
% manner declared it to be amongſt the neceſſary 
things, that the Converts from among the Gen- 
tiles, ſhould keep holy the Jewiſb Sabbath or 
* Saturday, I do not ſee how we could have 
e been excuſed from the Obſervance of it.” 

Nor can I, if it be one of the ten, which are 
< confeſſedly of a moral and perpetual Obliga- 
< tion; —it would lead me out of my way to 
diſpute with him about the morality of the fourth 
Commandment.—— Whatever the Jeus might 


think on't, it is very far from being confeſſedly 
Tho' it 1s 
reaſon- 


allow'd fo amongſt the Chriſtians. 


„„ 


(a4) 


rexforiable and highly fitting that ſome part 


of our time ſhould be dedicated to the Service of 


God; yet whether that ſhould have been the 
ſixth, ſeventh, or cighth day, who could have 
determin'd, had not God in memory of the Cre- 
ation required us 70 keep holy the ſeventh day. 
The Fews had their Seventh in memory of their 
| Deliverance out of the Egyptian Bondage; we, 
ours 1n memory of a ith 


greater Deliverance 
from Sin and Satan by the death of Chriſt. 5 


Where is then the moral and perpetual Obligation 
of the Few/h Sabbath? 


I refer the Reader to thoſe excellent Sermons, 


upon this Subject, of our great and good Chri- 
ſtan Caſuiſt Archbiſhop Sharp 
for his Satisfaction in this point, to quote one 
paſſage .I will not be ſo poſitive, as ſome have 


and beg leave, 


te been, to affirm that the Obſervance of the Sab- 
- bath, is bound upon us by the Law of Na- 
it it be not, where is the moral 
obligation ? ? But to proceed. 
Our a reaſons thus; It 1s certain that the 
« primitive Chriſtians kept the Feuiſb Sabbath 
« religiouſly as an holy Day; but not as a day of 
« reſt, Judaically; nay, at the fame time the 
« did the one, they argued againſt the other.” 
But, what. i is all this to me? I have not faid 


one word about the Fewiſh Sabbath with relation 


to the Gentile Converts : It's very odd this Author 
ſhould think I had— I'll put down my own 


words, and then the Reader may judge between 


us. © It was thought neceſſary that the Gentiles 
** ſhould be reſitain d from theſe things (ſuch as 


| vx * were 
. Vol. 4. p. 258. 


* 


1 (25) 3 
Were in the Apoſtolical Decree) that no offence 
might be given to the Jeus, who at preſent 
" Were zealous for the Law—and zhoſe that came 
** Over to Chriſtianity were indulged, till their 
© fondneſs for that way did abate; accordingly 
© they for a eonſiderable time kept holy, Saturday 
to the Jewiſh, and Sunday to the Chriſtian, 
_ E Religion,” 1 ee 
Now, who, I pray, were they that were in- 
dulg'd? the Heathen Converts would have thought 
it far from an Indulgence to be tied up to the Ob- 
ſervance of the Jewiſb Sabbath---Can they be any 
other than the Fudaizing Chriſtians, zealous for 
the Lau, till their fondneſs for that way did abate.-- 
To what purpoſe then is all this arguing about 
the Gentile Converts? 


The Author of the Remarks pleads thus, their p. 71. | 


the Apoſtles) not determining, the Obſervance 
« of the Few:ſh Sabbath to be a neceſſary thing is 
« a ſtrong argument with me, that the Decree 
e relating to Blood was not merely to avoid 
« Scandal; ſince if this was the true Rea- 
« fon and Intent of the Apoſtles in this part 
of the Decree; why ſhould they not have re- 
te quired the new Converts from amongſt the 
*< Gentiles to have kept the Few!/þ Sabbath: this 
« being a Precept upon which they laid as much 
enen ahy— Oo 

. For my part I am not able to diſcover the 
Strength of this Argument any more for this, than 
for ſeveral qther parts of the Law; nay, no more, 
than for the Obſervance of the whole; which 
ſome very zealous Jews contended for, and there- 
by gave occaſion to the making of this Decree 
Why or upon what account, If em d good to the Holy 
bot, and the Apoſtles influenc'd thereby, to en- 


join 
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join tee; and no other, as neceſſary, 1 leave it 
to the Learned Author to, determine only would 
beg leave to remind Him, that the Apoſtles had 
Converts from among the Heathens to conſider, 
as well as from the Jews; and probably would 
not give ſuch a preference as to regard the one, 
and unneceſſarily offend the other; but would fo 
compromiſe the matter, as to give as little offence as 
poſſible to either. What I am now urging, is 
pointed out by St. James upon the Occafion of 
this Decree; My Sentence is, that we TROUBLE not 
them, which from among the Gentiles are turned 
unto God. But this has been under a full exa- 
mination in the Enquiry, p. J. 
The Learned Author of the Remarks finds fault 
with the Obſervation upon the manner of this 
injunction; from which if you keep your ſelves, you 
ſhall do well; © a Style not ſuited to a thing of a 
e perpetual Obligation :” he ſtartles at it, and 
quotes ſeveral paſſages to ſhew the contrary— It 
18, I own, but a low thing to contend about words 
and expreſſions the Diction being left to the 
particular Genius of an inſpired Writer. — But, 
as to the particular before us, ſome Criticks would 
Hot eaſily give it up, it being x and xaAu 
l in the Inſtances he mentions, and & in this; as 
if the one was doing a good, the other a prudent, 
thing, in the preſent Exigencies, that deſerved 
praiſe there is a difference between them. — _ 
Yet, fince our Tran/lators have not taken Notice 
pf it, but render d them alike, I will fay no 
more of them; but leave this Remark to the 
Reader, to give it what weight he thinks it will 
l bear It is faid upon St. Matth. xy. Not that 
3 which goeth into the Mouth defileth a Man, © that 
a this ſtands in direct Oppoſition to the Few 
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Ron © (a7) 2 
Notions about Meats unclean, and is look d up- 
on by ſeveral of the Fathers and beſt Commen- 

e tators to give us a Permiſſion to make uſe of all 
- © things that are good for Food, without limi- 
i tation or reſtraint. Upon this the Author of 
the Remarks wiſhes for an Account of all thoſe 
Fathers, who look upon theſe Words as a Per- 
miſſion to eat Blood, and knows of none but St. 
Auſtin; and he, it ſeems, does not talk very 
Conſiſtently.— He falls upon the Learned Mr. 
Bingham about a miſinterpretation of St. Auſtin— p- 48. 
That worthy Gentleman, to whom we are ſo 
much beholden for his excellent Performances, 
was ſo well acquainted with Fathers and the pri- 
mitive Church, that He could eaſily have grati- 
fied him in what he wiſhes for. — But for my 
own part, I ſhall not enter into a dry and tedious 
Enquiry into the number of Fathers and the Va- 


riety of their Sentiments upon this 1 1 
leave this Province to the Learned Author of the 


Queſtion ſtated, if he thinks fitting to engage in it; 
and, the Author of the Remarks in poſſeſſion of 

his learned pains, in ſcraping together Fathers and 
„„ ç)ꝙ; 8 
As to myſel 
quiry, © that it is very certain that a great many 
of the Fathers ſpeak againſt it —and that it 
<« was the general practice of the Church for ſome 
.< Centuries to abſtain and fo it continued 
e whilſt the Jewiſh Superſtitions were adher'd to. 
« When they began to wear off, and no Offence 
was given to any conſiderable number, which 
« was worth their Pity and Regard; then this 
e reſtriction might be taken away, and ſo probably 
e it was in ſome Churches ſooner than others..” 
This is the very Argument made uſe oft by St. 
45 8 2 Auſtin 


„I have freely own'd in the En- 7. 0 i 


Auſtin in this Author's quotation; when the walls 
of partition betwixt Few and Gentile were broken 
down, and there remained no carnal I/raelite in 
the Church, the reaſon of Abſtinence ceas d; and 
= follow'd the practice, as it is there repreſen- 
It was the Opinion of ſeveral, that things ſtran- 
gled were not in the Original Decree—tho' pro- 
bably they were miſtaken; yet perhaps the eating 
ſuch might not be ſo offenſive as /eparate Blood: 
therefore tho the latter might be refuſed by ſome 
without much notice taken at their ſcrupuloſity ; 
yet the jew that refuſed the other, were laugh'd 
at, and made a jeſt of for ſo doing _ 
It ſeemed good to this Venerable Synod, to lay 
upon them no other Burden than theſe neceſſary 
 things.—As to Blood and things ftrangled (about 
which is our preſent controverſy) Iaſk why they 
are neceſſary? not in their own nature; that Re- 
velation examin d declares againſt: The eating of 
* Blood, as ſuch, was never imagin'd an Action, 
% fimply and in itſelf ſinful:“ to which the Au- 
thor of the Remarks agrees. If it was then ne- 
ceſſary, Iaſłæ upon what other account could it 
be thought ſo, than to avoid Scandal, as matters 
ſtood and then I may well aſk further, why it 
ſhould be continued longer than the reaſon for 
making it did, —1 muſt declare, I think, that 
no | ſatisfactory Anſwer can be given to theſe 
queſtions, but upon the footing that I go on. And 
if theſe things were put into the Decree to avoid 
Scandal, then ſome might be drop'd ſooner than 
others, that continued to be look'd on as more 
_ offenſive 5 | 
This I take to be the Caſe of things offered to 
- Idols—the abhorrence of the Jews in the Afri- 
can 


* (9 50 
can » Church of theſe Pollutions of Idols mi ght be. 
greater than againſt things frangled; and Þ this 
2 Father would not permit a Traveller, tho' ready 
e to periſh for lack of Bread, and tho no Man faw 
7" I bim, to eat of ſuch things as he was certain 
<« had been offer d to an Idol.” From whence the 
Author of the Remarks argues; © He (St. Auſtin) 
did not think therefore as many think now-a- 
* days, that this part of the Apoſtolical Decree 
Vas only obligatory in the Caſe of Scandal, but 
ein all Caſes,” —If he did not think fo, I am 
perſuaded he thought wrong. Was any Man! in 
ſuch an extreme want and no one ſaw him, and 
ſo no one could be offended, ſure he would ven- 
ture (I won't except this Father) to ſupply his 
preſent Need; not doing it in honour of the Idol, 
but for neceſſity 3 which this Author allows, has 
no Law————But here lies the Matter; tho this p 6. 
neceſſitous Perſon might not be ſeen, yet tis 
likely what this Father wrote, would and he 
might not venture to give leave, leſt he ſhould 
hereby give offence. 

The Author of the Remarks looks upon theſe 
words of our Saviour, that which goeth into the 
Mouth, &c. to be ſo far from taking off the reſtraint 
from Blood, * that they do not repeal the Leviti- 

s cal Law concerning the Diſtinction of Meats,” 
for which he aſſigns two Reaſons ; © 1. Did not 
our Saviour keep the Law of Moſes, and require 

© others to do ſo?“ —— Yes, he did, as it was 
the Religion he was brought up in, till he could 
find an opportunity of ſubſtituting a better, 7. e. 
his own, in its ſtead, —He walked circumſpectly, 
that he might give the leaſt offence; and ſo by 
theſe means watched the beſt opportunity of re 


claiming them from the Error of their ways. = 


q . 
/ 


| Acts xxi.” 


14. 


And his Apoſt 


Acts xvi. 
| 3 


fers. On t 


AGs. x. 


% 
les follow'd his ſteps 


pliſhed the great Errand they came about. 
2ly, It's ſaid, Had the Apoſtles themſelves un- 


« derſtood theſe words, as taking away the Diſ- 
* tin&ion of Meats, and making all ckan and 
ce pure unto them, why was it neceſſary for St. 
« Peter himſelf to have a YVifieon from Heaven to 


© convince him of this truth, eight Years after 


ur Saviour's Aſcenſion into it? and he at that 
« time declared, that he had never eaten any 


e thing common or unclean.” 


Too this it may be anſwer' d, that Doctrines in 
_ oppoſition to the received Religion were deliver d 
at firſt with great tenderneſs and ſome obſcurity-- 
a great many in Parables —that leſs oftence might 
be taken——by degrees they proceeded to a clearer 
Diſcovery, as the other were able to bear it. —— 
And fo this general Aſſertion of our Saviour's 
might the more fully be explain'd by the Yon of 
St. Peters who, being the Apoſtle of the 
| Fews, and very willing to eat or do any thing 
that would be an offence to them, might there- 
fore be pitch'd on as the moſt proper Perſon to 
be convinced, 5 


* 


I 


' things to all Men, that they might gain ſome. When 
St. Paul circumciſed Timothy, the reaſon is aſſinn- 
ed, becauſe 2 Fews, which were in thoſe qua- 

he fame account he afterwards com- 
ply'd in purifying himſelf and four others that 
were with him, tho' He had preach'd that they 
ought not to walk after the Cuſtoms of the Fews. 
People, eſpecially a ſtubborn and ſtiff-necked 
one, are not to be reformed at once: they muſt | 
be wrought on by degrees. If our Saviour and 
his Apoſtles had not acted with great Care and 
Caution, their Enemies would not have ſuffered 
them to have lived fo long, till they had accom- 


by ne means che — 1 

the fooliſh Notions of the Phariſees, as 

" Meats defiled by any natural tude; but 
| likewiſe were levelłd at them, who ept up any 
5 * — Notions of their Impurity, as for- 
=. bidden.— What is contained in this general aſſer- 
tion, is in b explain'd in St. Peter's 
 Vifion——=which ſure may be a prudent. and ra- 

tional way of proceeding. 

| In anſwer to what is urged by the Enquirer, that 

our Saviour'sSentence is a general Grant; and the A- 

; poſtolical ' Decree an Exception, purely to avoid 

— Remarhker aſks, ** if they had made this 


ception, becauſe of the vreſent © Occafion, would 
* nl not, ſhould they not have expreſſſy 


© ſo? as St. Paul does about wt eating Meat bi 
« the Werldftands, left I make my Brut ber ta offend. 
3 they would not, we find in fact; * - 
y ſhould have declared fo,. I dare not preſume 
y. How knows this Author, that theſe zea- 
Bs Jeu would not have been offended at ſuch 
a Declaration Befides, there are ſome parts of 
the Decree of a perpetual Obligation, that ſuch a 
Declaration would not have ſuited with—ſome 
” artful or ill-deſigning Perſon would have thence 
concluded, that Fornication was not in itſelf fin- 
_ FF ful, but a temporary Command 


t | Well, but after all, he ſays, this Author 
1 (meaning me) does in effect give up this grand, 

a « this only Anſwer ; when he is ſo ingenuous as 

8 e to ſay, that robably it might be zhe:rs (the? 68, 
2 « Apoſtles reaſon in the Decree) left they make 

e A their Brother to offend-—ſo that at laſt all this 

g * Certainty, is dwindled into a Probability.” 


I congratulate this ingenious Author upon this 
wonderful Diſcpvery— If he had pointed out 
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theirs, a remark; nay a rebuke would not have been 
III thought of. Only, that he may; not runaway” 
with nA Conclufon, let me. tell him, that if 
he pleaſes to look 2 4 8 this: Ward net to ariſe 
thy n 1 Ay 1 the matter, he a 
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T bere are ſome I exts of Scripture farther Fe To | 


notice of by this Author but as there does not 
3 Pa : oY thing new to be ſaid about. them, 


them by; and only take notice of the 


Concluſion, „ that it is the % to chuſe that, 
* in which there is no danger of finning,” But 
will not this throw us into endleſs Scruples? If 
we are ſtill under the reſtraint from eating Blood, 


can we be certain, that it is only that Blood that 1 5 
is ſeparate from the Creature, or deſignedly left 
in it? And then how can we tell what is deſign». 
edly left in it; whether not that whiekruns from 
dreſſed Meat? and whether the Gravy, the moſt 


delicious part of the Meat, has not too great a 


mixture of Blood in it; or there be not too much, 
(if we abſtain from that) of Blood in the Juices "18 
of the Meat . Thoſe that look upon this De- 

cree ſtill in force, have been variouſly perplex _ 
with theſe things. For my own part, I paſs Sen- 
tence-upon no Man; and cannot but think; it | 


wou Hhew a politive, non-commmendable Tem 
in any one that eateth not, to 
* as if he * bar tered his Bir N 
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